of these languages. However, this bottom-up reconstruction is an extremely valuable first step in testing claims of genealogical relationships.
In the next contribution, Alexandre François presents data from three AN languages spoken on Vanikoro in the Solomon Islands (Lovono, Tanema, and Teanu) . He shows how these languages are highly similar in structure while being quite divergent in their lexicons. Although such situations are relatively common and are usually considered to represent genetically divergent languages converging in their grammars under heavy contact, François suggests that this situation is different. He claims that the languages are closely related genetically and have diverged phonologically. The chapter, however, fails to demonstrate this close relationship and suffers from a lack of systematic sound correspondences. The data presented to show the structural similarity between the three languages are quite striking, but one is left wondering why François seems to dismiss the possibility of recent convergence, particularly since the data he collected were from the last few remaining speakers of Lovono and Tanema, while the communities have switched to speaking Teanu.
Johanna Nichols discusses Slavic posture verbs as a test case for subgrouping using computational methods. She maintains that there are often not enough characters for computational subgrouping and suggests using specific morphological characters. The Slavic posture verbs are useful in this regard. They have many different forms for aspect and telicity, and many of these have changed in irregular ways in each of the languages (that is, they have changed, but not paradigmatically), so she suggests that each form can be used as an independent character for subgrouping. It is not clear, however, that this kind of widespread nonparadigmatic change in a single set of lexical items is very common, so Nichols's suggestions may not be applicable to other languages. It is also unfortunate that Nichols does not follow the paper to its logical conclusion and show the reader what subgrouping would result from a computational analysis of these particular characters.
The next paper, by Andrew Pawley, reviews Joseph Greenberg's (1971) Indo-Pacific hypothesis, which suggests that most of the non-Austronesian languages of eastern Indonesia, Papua, Tasmania, and the Andaman Islands form a large family. Surprisingly, as Pawley notes, a serious review of this proposal has not yet been undertaken in detail, in stark contrast to Greenberg's Amerind and Afro-Asiatic proposals. Pawley goes into detail about the lexical and morphological features that are purported to support the IndoPacific hypothesis, and concludes that the majority support the smaller (although still quite large) Trans-New Guinea family or can be attributed to chance. He summarizes as follows: "Although I conclude there is no good case for the full-scale Indo-Pacific hypothesis, Greenberg deserves credit for seeing, as early as the 1950s, that many of the small, disparate groups of non-Austronesian languages in the New Guinea area are probably related and, above all, for assembling a body of resemblant items that at least provide a basis for discussion" (57).
Ger Reesink takes a closer look at clauses with final adverbs in Oceanic and Papuan. He shows that "perspectival" adverbs like 'already' (so called because they depend on the perspective of the speaker) are found in final position in a number of Papuan languages of the Bird's Head of Papua New Guinea, as well as in several Oceanic languages. He presents evidence to show that the clause-final position is due to Papuan influence on the immediate ancestor of Oceanic, probably in the Cenderawasih Bay region. While the actual forms of the final adverbs are not similar enough to permit positing sound correspondences, Reesink does propose that some of the forms are probably also related.
Paul Sidwell takes us to mainland Southeast Asia to discuss the genealogical affiliation of Cua and the Bahnaric subgroup of Austroasiatic languages. Cua shares a nasal hardening rule (where final nasals become stops) with the North Bahnaric language Kotua, but does not share other diagnostic features of the North Bahnaric subgroup. Sidwell notes further that the phonological innovations of West, Central, and North Bahnaric do not delineate neat subgroups. Moreover, there has been so much lexical replacement overall in Cua that determining phonological reflexes and shared lexical innovations has been tricky. All these factors contribute to a situation where it is very difficult to subgroup these languages in a tree-like manner, but Sidwell ultimately decides that Cua must be classified as a direct descendent of Proto-Bahnaric, forming its own subgroup.
The next two chapters return to the topic of Papuan genealogical affiliations. Jacinta Smallhorn looks at the Binanderean languages of southeast Papua New Guinea and evaluates the claim that these languages are members of the Trans-New Guinea (TNG) family. She ultimately decides that they are, relying primarily on a set of putative Binanderean reflexes of Proto-Trans-New Guinea (PTNG) etyma. She finds 39 possible reflexes-some more convincing than others-and attempts to lay out some tentative sound correspondences. The sound correspondences suffer from a lack of regularity (for example, PTNG *p > Proto-Binanderean *p, *b, and *w, without conditioning), but Smallhorn suggests that this is due to the relative lack of data. She goes on to propose some possible cognates between Binanderean and other TNG subgroups, suggesting that perhaps Binanderean is more closely related to one or more of these groups, but these putative cognates are tentative at best, and she seems to overlook the possibility that they could be borrowed rather than inherited.
Tonya Stebbins discusses the Papuan languages of the Eastern Bismarcks, considering the historical accounts of migration. Although the languages Taulil and Butam (both spoken in New Britain today) have traditionally been grouped with the Baining languages of New Britain, Stebbins points out that speakers of both Taulil and Butam have migrated in recent times from New Ireland. She illustrates some typological features common to languages of the region, and suggests that many are likely due to influence from Oceanic languages and should, therefore, not be used as evidence to group these languages together. She concludes that Taulil and Butam should not be grouped with the Baining languages but, given their origins, future research should focus on the possibility that they group with Kuot (spoken in New Ireland) and/or Sulka (spoken in New Britain today, but also probably originally from New Ireland).
Part II of the book contains contributions dealing with phonological, morphological, syntactic, and semantic reconstruction (all in Austronesian languages except for the contribution by Harold Koch on the Pama-Nyungan languages of Australia). Wayan Arka begins this section by discussing the verbal prefixes associated with voice systems in Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia. In Balinese, the prefix N-marking Actor Voice contrasts with a zero prefix marking Undergoer voice. In the other languages of Nusa Tenggara, a zero prefix marking passive or Undergoer voice cannot be posited. Arka posits a historical development of Undergoer voice constructions from PAN. In the first stage, the actor was a core argument (as in Philippine-type languages). In the second stage, the actor could optionally be expressed by a PP (as in Sundanese and Madurese). In the third stage, the actor is obligatorily backgrounded in a PP (as in Balinese, Sasak, and Sumbawa). In the fourth stage, the verbal morphology marking Undergoer voice is lost altogether, and the resulting passive construction is marked by the backgrounded actor (as in Bimanese, Manggarai, and Rongga).
Mark Donohue discusses "dental discrepancies," where voiceless coronal stops are dental and voiced ones are alveolar. He shows that dental discrepancies occur at a statistically significantly higher rate in Austronesian languages than in other languages in the Asia-Pacific region. The discrepancy has been reconstructed to PAN by Ross (1992) and Haudricourt (1965) , but Donohue reexamines the geographic distribution of the discrepancy in the Indo-Malaysian region and New Guinea and suggests that it could be due to substratal influence from pre-Austronesian traders.
Robert Early reexamines relativizers in Oceanic. He looks at the distribution of relativization strategies in Oceanic languages and finds that, while many languages employ a strategy with no overt relativizer, there are a number of languages that do use a relativizer, and that almost half of these use a relativizer that is derived from a deictic or demonstrative. Given the lack of similarity in forms and the scattered distribution, however, he concludes that the use of a deictic/demonstrative as a relativizer has been innovated independently multiple times in various Oceanic languages, thus agreeing with Lynch, Ross, and Crowley's (2002) claim that Proto-Oceanic probably had no overt relativizer.
Paul Geraghty discusses an irregular phonological change in the Fijian languages that he terms "nasal strengthening." Although the regular reflexes of the Proto-Central Pacific nasals *m and *ŋ remain unchanged in the Fijian languages, there is an irregular change whereby *m and *ŋ became * m b and * ŋ g, respectively, in a number of forms. There is no conditioning environment for this latter set of changes except that they never take place when they would result in a phonotactically prohibited word.
Harold Koch reexamines the reconstructions of Proto-Pama-Nyungan (Australia) case paradigms. Koch argues that reconstruction of paradigms should begin with reconstruction of fully inflected forms, followed by a morphological analysis of these protoforms. Previous analyses have reconstructed roots and affixes separately and subsequently assumed complete paradigms in the protolanguage. By examining only fully inflected forms, and forms where the protomorphology has fossilized, Koch posits a much more restricted case paradigm for Proto-Pama-Nyungan.
Paul Jen-Kuei Li and Shigeru Tsuchida examine the unproductive Austronesian infixes *-al-, *-ar-, *-aR-, and *-aN-(plus a few formally similar infixes) in light of Formosan data. They give an exhaustive listing of these infixes in the Formosan languages (except Paiwan, where these are semiproductive and thus too numerous to list). They find that *-al-, *-aR-, and *-aN-can be reconstructed for Proto-Austronesian, but that *-ar-and the other unproductive infixes are not widespread in the Formosan languages and thus cannot be reconstructed to Proto-Austronesian. They are less certain about the functions of these reconstructed infixes, but suggest that *-aN-probably meant 'having the sound or quality of', and they concur with Reid (1994) that *-aR-was probably 'distributive, plural'. Frantisek Lichtenberk discusses "proprietive" suffixes in Oceanic. These are suffixes that derive stative verbs or adjectives from nouns and "signal that an entity, place, etc. has or contains a lot of whatever the source noun designates" (363). After examining evidence from a large range of geographically dispersed Oceanic languages, Lichtenberk reconstructs Proto-Oceanic *-ka and *-a, both of which have the meanings 'have, contain X' and 'be X-like'. He further concludes that the Proto-Oceanic suffixed forms were stative verbs and not adjectives.
John Lynch discusses the numeral systems of the (Austronesian) languages of Vanuatu and New Caledonia. Four types of numeral system occur in these languages: decimal (baseten), imperfect decimal (where 6-9 are based on 5 but 10 and 20 are based on 10), quinary (where 6-10 are based on 5 and 20 is a compound of the type 'one person'), and mixed (which has features of both quinary and decimal systems). The Proto-Oceanic system was decimal, and Lynch shows how some languages in Vanuatu first developed an imperfect decimal system. The imperfect decimal system subsequently spread south as the subgroup spread south, and some of these languages later developed a true quinary system. He hypothesizes that the mixed systems, which occur in a geographic area between the imperfect decimal systems and the quinary systems, arose out of a competition between the two. Finally, Lynch remains agnostic though skeptical about the possibility (suggested by Blust 2005) that these nondecimal systems arose via contact with Papuan languages.
Anna Margetts discusses innovations in the use of plural marking in the Western Oceanic language Saliba-Logea. In Proto-Oceanic, only human nouns were marked for number and only optionally (Lynch, Ross, and Crowley 2002) . In Saliba-Logea, the conservative pattern is one in which human nouns (and some anthropomorphized animal nouns) are obligatorily marked for plurality, while other nouns are never marked directly for plurality. Margetts uses recently collected corpus data to show how plural marking in Saliba-Logea has been extended to nonhuman possessed nouns, quantifiers, and modifiers, but only when they carry a possessive suffix. This change has been led by speakers of the Saliba dialect, but it does not seem to be led by younger generations, as speakers have suggested.
Meredith Osmond and Andrew Pawley compile an impressive collection of sensory perception verbs from Oceanic languages and proceed to reconstruct the Proto-Oceanic system of perception verbs and to evaluate previously proposed reconstructions in light of the entire semantic domain. They find that there are solid Proto-Oceanic reconstructions for each of the five basic senses: *kita-'see s.t.', *roŋo-'hear s.t.', *sa [a,o] ŋin-'smell s.t.', *ñami-'taste s.t.', and *si(g,k)il-i-'touch with the fingers' (455), as well as a number of other forms, often with additional specific senses.
Lawrence Reid examines the presence of first person dual pronouns in Malayo-Polynesian languages (although he uses data almost exclusively from Philippine languages). He suggests that a dual pronoun should be reconstructed for Proto-Malayo-Polynesian (PMP). Previous authors (see, for example, Blust 2009:309) have claimed that PMP did not have a dual form, and that modern dual pronouns derive from the first person plural inclusive *kita. Under this scenario, PMP *kita changed from plural to dual due to frequency of use with only two people. Subsequently, the first person plural inclusive had to be recreated by adding some other pronominal element, but different pronominal elements were chosen in different languages.
